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Motivation 
  2 
• In 2014 Xavier University transitioned from paper 
student evaluation (spring) to online student 
evaluation (fall) 
• This provided an excellent opportunity to run a 
controlled experiment to determine the effect(s) of 
moving to an online student evaluation system. 
• All results are for the Williams College of Business 
(WCB) only 
 
 
Literature Review 
  3 
• Decreased response rate for online evaluations 
• Guder and Malliaris (2013) 
• Nulty (2008) 
• Mixed results on response rate 
• Guder and Malliaris (2013) 
• Performance measures 
• Guder and Malliaris (2010) 
• Examine faculty status, course type, and class size 
 - Changes are of a similar magnitude  
-  Except core (slightly lower) vs. advanced classes (slightly higher) 
• Gender 
• Miller (2015) – male professors rated higher than female professors 
 
Research Questions 
  4 
1. Does moving to electronic student 
evaluations decrease the evaluation 
scores? 
2. Do electronic evaluations have a lower 
student participation rate? 
3. Are any of the results conditional on 
instructional type, gender, class level, or 
past performance? 
 
 
The WBC  
Student Evaluation Process 
1. Paper Evaluations (Spring 2014) 
– Done in class 
– Usually done during the last day of class 
– Always done before the final exam 
2. Electronic Evaluations (Fall 2014) 
– Difficult to do in class for most classes 
– Two week completion window starting the day before final exam 
week 
– Completion window closed after the final exam 
– Completion of evaluation was not part of the final grade 
– Students could receive grades without completing the evaluation 
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The Data 
• Evaluations from the Williams College of Business 
at Xavier University 
– Spring 2014 sections – Paper evaluations 
– Fall 2014 sections – Electronic evaluations 
• Sections not taught on load were excluded 
• Only includes professors who taught in both 
semesters 
• Does not include adjuncts 
• 35 questions grouped in 8 categories 
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Table 1 – Descriptive Statistics 
  
 
 
  7 
  Number of Sections 
(Spring 2014) 
Number of 
Sections  
(Fall 2014) 
  
Total 
Number of Sections 165 149 314 
Sections Taught by       
  Instructors 32 30 62 
  Assistant Profs. 31 29 60 
  Associate Profs. 61 52 113 
  Full Professors 41 38 79 
  Females 73 66 139 
  Males 92 83 175 
UG Core classes 68 75 143 
UG Major-Required 38 31 69 
UG Major-Elective 17 9 26 
UG Business Elective# 2 1 3 
MBA Core 29 21 50 
MBA Elective 10 9 19 
Executive MBA# 2 2 4 
Table 2 – Unconditional Results 
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  Paper Evaluations 
(Spring 2014) 
Number of Sections 
(Spring 2014) 
Online 
Evaluations 
(Fall 2014) 
Number of 
Sections  
(Fall 2014) 
  
Difference in 
Mean 
 
Unconditional Results 
  
165 
  
149 
  
  Instructor Rating 4.32   4.18 
   
   0.14*** 
  Course Rating 4.22   4.14 
   
0.08* 
  Overall Rating 4.42   4.29 
   
    0.12*** 
  Response Rate 84.2%   71.5% 
   
      12.8%*** 
*Significant at the 10% level 
**Significant at the 5% level 
***Significant at the 1% level 
 
 
Response Rate Analysis 
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• In all of the conditional analysis that follows, 
the response rate decreases with electronic 
evaluations 
 
• This drop is significant at the 1% level in all 
cases except for 1 (where it is significant at the 
5% level).  
 
 
 
Professor Rank 
  10 
• Instructor show significant drops in evaluations 
for all three categories in the 0.16 to 0.18 range 
• Full Professors show significant drops in 
evaluations for all three categories in the 0.18 
to 0.30 range 
• Assistant and Associate professors do not show 
a significant change 
• Instructors and Full Professors outperformed 
Assistant and Associate Professors under paper 
evaluations 
 
 
Gender  
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• Female professors show significant drops in 
evaluations for all three categories in the 0.12 
to 0.15 range 
• Male professors show significant drops in 
evaluations two of the three categories in the 
0.10 to 0.13 range 
• Female professors outperformed male 
professors under paper evaluations 
 
 
Undergraduate Class Type  
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• Business core classes do not show any significant 
decreases in evaluations 
• Courses required for majors show significant drops in 
evaluations in two of the three categories in the 0.16 
to 0.20 range 
• Elective courses show significant drops in evaluations 
in all three categories in the 0.32 to 0.48 range 
• Ratings in business core classes were below ratings 
for courses electives which in turn were below courses 
required for majors 
 
MBA Class Type  
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• The drop in evaluations for MBA Core courses 
in all three categories was not statistically 
significant. 
• Evaluation actually increases for MBA Elective 
courses.  But, this increase was not statistically 
significant. 
• A relatively lower number of MBA sections 
means that these tests were less powerful 
 
Past Performance 
  14 
• The sample is broken into thirds based upon how well 
the professor did in the Spring 2014 semester with paper 
evaluations 
• For the top one-third, evaluations dropped significantly 
for all three categories in the 0.21 to 0.25 range 
• For the middle one-third, evaluations dropped 
significantly in two of the three categories in the 0.18 to 
0.26 range 
• For the bottom one-third, evaluations increases in all 
three categories.  However, none of the increases were 
statistically significant. 
 
Conclusion 
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• Response rate went down no matter how the data was 
sub-divided. 
• Unconditionally, evaluations decreased significantly. 
• The decrease in evaluations was the most prevalent 
for 
– Instructors 
– Full Professors 
– UG major level required classes 
– UG electives 
– Professors who did better with paper evaluations 
 
 
